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INTRODUCTION 


The purpose of the School Panel Review Process is to assist the Commissioner of Education in 
determining whether State intervention is needed to guide improvement efforts in schools where 
students’ MCAS performance ts critically low and no trend toward improved student performance is 
evident from MCAS data. The Woodrow Wilson Middle School was one of twelve Massachusetts 
middle schools meeting this criterion that were selected for panel reviews in spring, 2001. The Panel 
Review of the Woodrow Wilson Middle School was conducted on March 13, 2001. 


The review panel's chatge was to analyze data and written information on the school's performance 
and improvement efforts, visit the school, and meet with school and district officials in order to 
advise the Commissioner on the answers to the following two key questions: 
1. Does the school have a sound plan for improving student performance? 
2. Are the conditions in place for the successful implementation of the school's 
improvement plan? 


The panel's responses to the two key questions that defined the scope of their review are included in 
this report. These findings and conclusions are the product of the panel's analysis, discussion, and 
observation, based on the evidence available to them. A list of panel members who partticipated in 
the Woodrow Wilson Middle School review is provided in Appendix A. A detailed schedule of the 
panel's activities is provided in Appendix B. 


The panel's findings and conclusions on the two key questions will be forwarded to the 
Commissioner of Education for consideration, together with school performance data, in 
determining whether the Woodrow Wilson Middle School is deemed under-performing. The panel 
was not asked to formulate a sound plan for school improvement where such a plan does not 
presently exist, or to recommend a course of action to create the conditions for successful 
implementation of sound improvement strategies whete such conditions at present do not appear to 
exist. Diagnostic and/or prescriptive intervention, where needed to assist an under-performing 
school, occurs at the next stage of the school review process. 


WOODROW WILSON MIDDLE SCHOOL PROFILE 


The Wilson Middle School is one of 20 Boston middle schools serving students in grades six 
through eight. The school enrolled 657 students in 2000, 82 percent of whom were A ftican- 
American. In that year, 75 percent of the students were eligible for free or reduced-price lunch, and 
27 percent spoke a first language other than English. The school identified one in seven students 
(14%) as Limited English Proficient in 2000. 


In 1999 (the most recent year’s data available to the panel), students missed on average 13 days of 
school, for a daily attendance rate of 92.6 percent. During that same year, the school had a 1.9 
percent dropout rate. In 2000, 37 students (6%) received one or more out-of-school suspensions, 
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while the school reported no in-school suspensions. One student was excluded in 2000 for more 
than 10 days, and 19 students (3%) were repeating a grade that year. 


STAFFING 


Wilson’s middle school students are taught by 46 full-time teachers, two long-term substitutes, and 
six teacher’s aides for an approximate average pupil-to-teacher ratio of 14 to 1. The central staff 
consists of Principal Claudette P. Mulligan-Gates, an assistant principal, three additional 
administrators (a director of instruction, a senior lab cluster coordinator, and a clinical coordinator), 
a student support coordinator, a guidance counselor, a librarian, and a nurse. Of the 46 full-time 
teachers, 21 (46%) have attained a master’s degree. 


MCAS RESULTS 


Overall MCAS results showed no change in 1999 but improved in 2000. In comparing the 1998 
baseline score to the 1999 and 2000 average, scores improved by three points in English Language 
Arts, decreased by one point in Mathematics, and increased one point in Science & Technology. In 
2000, 34 percent scored in the Failing performance level in English Language Arts, 83 percent 
scored in Failing in Mathematics, and 89 percent scored in Failing in Science & Technology. While 
overall MCAS participation rates have increased considerably since 1998, regular education students 
represented a far higher proportion of the eighth grade class in 2000 (87%) than in 1998 (53%). 


PANEL RESPONSES TO KEY QUESTIONS 


KEY QUESTION 1: DOES THE SCHOOL HAVE A SOUND PLAN FOR IMPROVING 
STUDENT PERFORMANCE? 


A.  Hiras the school analyzed appropriate data and program information to accurately 
identify the gaps in student performance and determined why those gaps exist? 


The school has assessed student progress using formative and summative assessments. 
Formative assessments include Scholastic Reading Inventory (SRI), Student Writing Prompts, 
Key Questions and Math Tasks. Summative assessments include the Stanford 9 and MCAS 
tests. 


Time was utilized in cluster meetings interpreting the data. Professional Development days 
were used to identify student skill area weaknesses. Three performance levels within a given 
BPS Performance level have been established to more specifically identify student 
achievement. Data was then aligned with the four Smart Goals that frame the School 
Improvement Plan. 


There are coaches employed to assist teachers with instructional issues. They work most often 
within the Clusters (grade level groups) and Triads (instructional teams). A note of caution is 
raised here because the Triads are ability grouped and there is a need to disaggregate data to 
see if there is a disparity in student progress and if the current structure meets all students’ 
needs. The need to review data disaggregated by student groups also applies to the bilingual 
program. 
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Evidence exists from classroom observations and district office monitoring that there ts 
concern fot curriculum alignment with state standards in current instructional practices. ‘Lie 
issue raised here by the school is the District's ability to provide sufficient time, professional 
development and financial resources to support the initiatives. Also, many teachers expressed 
concerns about student behavior and welcomed the Cooperative Discipline program. They 
feel mote needs to be done for the students in the area of the affective domain. 


Earlier school improvement efforts with Turning Points led to the introduction of LASW, 
block scheduling and the Clusters and Triads. There is also an extensive extended time 
enrichment/recreational program. 


In summary, the panel found that although there 1s a district approach to goal setting, the 
school has clearly identified its problems and concerns especially in Math and Literacy. This 
District approach has obvious organizational benefits but it has also not allowed the school to 
identify Science as a critical need area with a goal nor to access District resources to support 
other school identified needs such as student social problems. Likewise, special education and 
bilingual education issues have not reached school goal levels from the District perspective. 


B. Does the plan set out a course of action that is: (1) responsive to the school’s analysis 
of the nature and reasons for poor student performances, and (2) is likely to lead to 
improved student results? 


Goals in the School Improvement Plan are directly tied to areas of identified weakness except 
in the areas of Science and student social-emotional needs. There ate only comprehension 
strategies indicated for Science from Mosaic of Thought and Writer’s Workshop. The specific 
strategies planned in literacy and math seem likely to yield a good result as they are aligned 
with a strong data analysis effort on the part of the school and ate cotrelated with State 
standards. 


The programs and strategies have a strong focus on teaching and learning: the LASW 
protocols (sharing of best practices) utilizes a Turning Points facilitator within grade level 
Clusters and Triads; all 6" and 7 orade teachers have been trained in “Supporting Literacy”; 
all 6" grade teachers will receive training in “Connected Math and there is 80 minutes of Math 
and L.A. each day; there are safety net programs (Writers Workshop, Boys Town, Soar to 
Success) to give additional support. 


The principal, assistant principal and director of instruction have ot will complete training in 
the RBT model of instructional supervision to better assist teachers with classroom practice 
and teachers have asked for additional professional development 

in several ateas so as to fully implement programs. 


C. Was the School Improvement Plan developed through a process that will 
support its successful implementa tion? 


The school leadership report states that a range of school, district personnel and site teams 
collaborated in the writing and revision of the Schoo] Improvement Plan. Interviews with 
District office personnel indicate that the Smart Goals are District goals and the school 1s 


Digitized by the Internet Archive 
in 2024 with funding from 
Boston Public Library 


https://archive.org/details/reportofschooloa00mass_0 
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‘responsible for writing the action steps to implement those goals. Both approaches involved 
the participation of representative groups and included a review of previous plans. 


Interviews and classroom observations show that faculty and staff are familiar with the school 
plan and are working diligently to implement it. Although professional development planning 
is tied in with goals of the S.LP., the Leadership Report and the faculty survey indicate the 


need for more training and on-going support for new teachers. 


There is a quarterly review of progress on meeting the goals and yearly self-assessment of 
progress on meeting the Six Essentials of Whole School Improvement. 


D. Is the School Improvement Plan document clear and specific? 


The documents supplied to the Panel Review team as the S.LP. were the LASW, the four 
Smart Goals and the Six Essentials Self Assessment. As such there was no statement of 
problems or an analysis of causal factors included. 


There are measurable goals and objectives (Smart Goals) together with specific action plans. 
There is a time line for implementation and completion of tasks however there were over 
twenty new teachers on the staff this year. Assimilating these new personnel into the school 
culture and the literacy and math programs will take time not factored into the plan timelines. 
It will probably be necessary to revisit these timelines in order to make them more realistic and 
to insure that everyone is at the same place 


The plan does indicate who has responsibility for oversight of action steps but there is not a 
listing of human or other resources needed for implementation. 


In the case of Literacy and Math there is a clear linkage between identified problems and 
planned solutions but no mention is made of the 
Science content atea in which the students did equally poorly on the MCAS tests. 


KEY QUESTION 2: ARE THE CONDITIONS IN PLACE FOR THE SUCCESSFUL 
IMPLEMENTATION OF THE IMPROVEMENT 
PLAN(S)? 


A. Does the school have effective leadership and sound management? 


The Panel Review team found evidence that Woodrow Wilson Middle School has effective 
leadership and sound management. 


The Principal uses daily “walk throughs” of classrooms, administrative time in Cluster 
meetings and professional development time to reinforce school goals and the important role 
faculty and staff play in achieving those goals. The Instructional Leadership Team, with 
representatives from each Cluster, Pathways, Support Staff and all Administrators presents 
another opportunity for sharing the school vision. Administrators model best practices by 
participating in all faculty professional development activities. The Administrative team has or 
will complete RBT training this year. 
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Faculty survey results and teacher interviews indicate teachers feel informed about initiatives to 
improve student performance. They also feel that there 1s a well-defined plan for reaching 
student performance goals and that the principal has the ability to lead that effort. 


Student focus groups revealed that students felt that the school was an orderly place and not 
violent and that the principal “knows how to handle situations). The morning of the panel 
review visit had particularly bad weather with freezing rain. Nevertheless, students gathered in 
the cafeteria as usual and proceeded on time to their classes. The Sustained Silent Reading 
(USSR) proceeded on time and without disruption. 


Parents felt the school to be well structured, orderly and welcoming. They cited recent 
outreach efforts to involve mote patents in school initiatives and the addition of two parent 
liaisons. Several parents with children in the Special Ed. Program expressed concerns about its 
isolation within the school (it has its own section and leader). However, the parents were 
unsure as to how integrated into the “regular” academic program their children could be 
considering their level of achievement. The school leadership and the District office are 
sensitive to this concern and aware of its ramifications and respond that all programs are for 
all students in the school. Nevertheless, it is their intention to revisit this issue for the 
following school yeat so as to remove any real or petceived barriers and to fully integrate this 
progtam into the social and instructional life of the school. 


B. Is there evidence that the school’s faculty supports the planned improvement 
efforts? 


Although the school’s faculty was not directly involved with setting the school’ goals because 
they are established by the district, they have been involved with the planned improvement 
effort. They are familiar with the school goals and focus group interviews and classroom 
observations indicate they have, in genetal, embraced the improvement effort. 


Although the school’s faculty was not directly involved with setting the school’s goals they have 
been involved in school improvement activities for several yeats as a school with a Turning 
Points program. The faculty has indicated that the present goals follow that continuous 
improvement effort. When asked about the students’ low MCAS scores they responded that 
school improvement is a continuous “work in progress” and they ate encouraged by the slight 
improvement in L.A. scores. 


Staff survey results indicate the teachers feel that district support in the area of curricular 
guidance/implementation, professional development and school improvement planning is 
available and adequate. However, when asked the open ended question in the same survey, 
“What are the most significant barriers to improving student performance at your school and 
what needs to occur to overcome these batriers?, they responded that there was not enough 
personnel to implement the variety of programs in the school, insufficient and inadequate 
materials to support the curriculum and not enough training for new initiatives. The dissonance 
in these responses warrants investigation if the school improvement effort is to be successful. 
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Teachers listed their top three professional development ateas that would benefit them the most 
to be: effective instructional methods for diverse learners, content specific training and effective 
behavior management. 


Finally, several teachers feel that the school needs to pay closer attention to the social needs of 
the students such as their nutrition, their behavior and their frequent inability to cope with the 
overwhelming stresses in their lives. Attention to these important needs of students before the 
children show problems will support improved academic progtess.. The teachers question how 
this can become a school goal when goals are district mandated. It was clear to the team that 
teachers ate committed to the school improvement goals but they are looking for a gteat deal 
more support in the area of professional development and increased resource allocation to make 


them achievable. 


C. Is the school receiving adequate guidance and suppott from the district 
leadership? 


Documents submitted to the panel review team indicate that the BPS system has instituted a 
School Quality Review process encompassing a multi-faceted, on-going set of activities that 
monitor school quality over a four-year cycle. This consists in both a qualitative (In-depth 
review) and quantitative (Yearly checkpoint review) examination of the school. Wilson school 
will enter this cycle next school year. ) 


Wilson School was selected to participate with the District office in a retreat sponsored by the 
Panasonic Foundation focused on the issue of what a school district can do to support an under 
performing school. The Deputy Superintendent visits the principal, who is in her evaluation 
year, officially three times in the evaluation year, to review her performance and to provide 
feedback on the S.I.P. and other matters. The District Directors of both the Bi-lingual and 
Special Education programs work closely with the school. 


It is clear to the team that the school receives adequate guidance and support from the District 
leadership. What is unclear ts whether the District office will provide support for school goals 
other than those recognized by their office (ie., Science and student social-emotional needs). 
Also, school faculty and staff recognize that school improvement is a continuous and long-range 
effort. They are not certain that the D.O. is prepared to make that continuous and long range 
commitment in human and financial resources to achieve the goals. 


CONCLUSION 


The panel review team advises that the Woodrow Wilson Middle School does appear to have a 
sound plan for improving student performance and conditions appear to be in place for 
successful implementation of the school’s improvement plan. At the same time we recommend 
that implementation timelines for several goals be revisited especially in light of the large faculty 
turnovet this year. Attention also needs to be paid to the administration and faculty requests for 
increased professional development and human and financial resources to successfully 
implement the plan. Finally, an opportunity for school identified goals to receive district 
suppott as part of the SIP should be explored. 
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APPENDIX A 
TEAM MEMBERS 


Laurie Slobody, Woodrow Wilson M.S. Coordinator — Program Coordinator, Title 1 and School 
Improvement and Accountability Initiatives, MA Department of Education 


Joseph Trunk, Woodrow Wilson M.S. Panel Chairperson, Consultant for SchoolWorks, Beverly, 
MA. 


James Devine, Principal, Federal Street School, Greenfield, MA 


ecial Education and Pupil Personnel Services, Chelsea Public 


Hazel Grenham, Directot of Sp 
Schools, Chelsea, MA. 


Paula Hutton, Principal of the James Sullivan Middle School, Lowell, MA. 
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APPENDIX B 
Evaluating School Performance 
Detailed Schedule for Review Panel School Site Visit 


The times specified on the following schedule may be adjusted slightly to align with the daily 
schedule and practices in each of the schools being reviewed. 


A, B, C, D, and E represent five team members. 
6:30 — 7:00 Travel time to School 


7:00 — 7:30 Panelists meet Principal for orientation to school’s programs and tour of the 
facility 
7:30 — 8:30 Discussion of the school improvement plan with the school principal and the 


school site council 


| ———sés Panelist A] PanelistB | Panelist 
8:30 — 9:15 Teacher Parent Focus Group 2 Classroom | 2 Classroom 

ee eee emery 

Teacher Focus Gtoup 


9:15 — 10:00 2 Classroom | 2 Classroom | 2 Classroom 
Observation | Observation | Observations 


10:00 — 10:15 Break for the Panelists 
10:15 — 11:00 Principal Interview Teacher Teacher Teacher 


Interview Interview Interview 


11:00 - 12:00 | Teacher Focus Group Student Focus Student Focus | Student Focus 
Group Group Group 


Review Panel meets with the Superintendent at the school. 

Review Panel Members will assign individual interviews with school and district 
leaders (including Principal, faculty representatives, union reptesentatives, school 
council representatives) 
Panelist A Panelist B 


1:30 — 3:00 


Panelist C Panelist D Panelist E 


Panelists return to hotel or work at meeting site. All panelists deliberate on key 
questions and formulate a response. 


3:15 — 6:00 


Please inform all school faculty and students that Review Panel members will be visiting a cross- 
section of classrooms during the site visit. The selection of classrooms will be determined mutually 
by the Panel Review Coordinator and the Principal using the staff directory information provided by 
the school. All faculty members are asked to be prepared to accommodate a visitor on the morning 
of the site visit. Panel members will make every effort to minimize the disruption of planned 
classroom activities. 
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